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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: the term "an annotation 
information" should be "annotation information". Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-13, 45, and 48 are rejected under 35 US C 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In regard to Claim 1, Claim 1 recites the limitation "the 
annotation information" There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
Claim one further recites "a non-executable statement". The "Microsoft Computer Dictionary: 
Third Edition" defines "statement" as "the smallest executable entity within a programming 
language'" Therefore, "a non-executable statement" is unclear, and is interpreted to mean 
"information" or "data". In regard to Claim 10, the term "a second function" is unclear. 
Specifically, the claim or parent claims make no reference to a first function. Claim 13 recites the 
limitation "the arguments". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
In regard to Claims 45 and 48, the term "the computer program analysis tool further comprises a 
computer program analysis tool" is unclear. Does this term mean that a computer program 
analysis tool comprises within itself another computer program analysis tool? 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



2. Claim 19, 20, 22-26, 33, 35, 37, and 43-48 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Buzbee (U.S. Patent Number 5,815,720). 

In regard to Claim 19, Buzbee teaches the following: (a) reading annotation information 
in an executable computer program (Column 2, lines 6-12); (b) controlling the execution if the 
first computer analysis tool using the information (Column 2, lines 12-15). Claims 33 and 43 
correspond directly with Claim 19 and are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 19. 

In regard to Claim 20, Buzbee teaches using the profile information in a compiler that 
optimizes the code, hence acting as an optimizer. 

In regard to Claim 22, Buzbee teaches passing the optimized object code into a translator 
that places executable profiling code into the source code (Column 9, lines 16-19). 

In regard to Claim 23, Buzbee teaches passing the optimized object code into a translator 
that places executable profiling code into the source code, thus acting as a profiler (Column 9, 
lines 16-19). 
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In regard to Claim 24, Buzbee teaches: (a) reading the annotation information in an 
executable computer program (Column 2, lines 6-12); (b) modifying the executable program in 
accordance with the information in the annotation program (Column 2, lines 12-15). Claims 35 
and 46 correspond with Claim 24 and are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 24. 

In regard to Claim 25, Buzbee teaches inserting profiling code into the executable 
program based on the annotation information (Figure 5, items 42 and 44). 

In regard to Claim 26, Buzbee teaches optimizing the executable program using the 
profile information (Column 9, lines 5-8). 

In regard to Claims 37 and 47, Claims 37 and 47 correspond with Claim 25 and are 
rejected for the same reasons as Claim 25. 

In regard to Claim 44, Buzbee teaches the compiler/optimizer first compiles the code 
without the profile information (Column 8, lines 62-63 and Column 9, lines 5-8). Only with the 
profile information does the compiler/optimizer optimize the code, otherwise, it would just 
compile the code normally. 

In regard to Claims 45 and 48, Buzbee teaches a computer program analysis tool (Figure 
5, item 42), which yields an optimized application that comprises a computer program analysis 
tool (Figure 5, item 44), which produces profile information. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claim 1-11, 13-15, 17, 18, 28-32, 38, 41, and 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kaneshiro et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,950,003) in view of "Compilers: 
Principles, Techniques, and Tools" by Alfred Aho (hereinafter Aho). 

In regard to Claim 1, Kaneshiro teaches: (a) parsing an annotation representation into the 
source code (Column 3, lines 51-55); (b) transforming the annotation representation into 
intermediate language code. Since the program code contains annotations within the code, when 
the code is compiled (Figure 1 1, item S21), it will transformed into intermediate language code. 
Kaneshiro does not teach generating a non-executable statement from the intermediate language 
code, the annotation information corresponding to the annotation. Aho, however, describes a 
symbol table that the compiler creates and uses to keep track of variables and functions in the 
source code. The symbol table keeps track of a variety of arguments of a procedure (Page 11, 
lines 3-7). For each procedure, a symbol is generated that corresponds to the function. Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to pass 
an annotation representation into the source code and transform the representation into 
intermediate language code as taught by Kaneshiro, where a symbol is generated for the 
annotation representation, as taught by Aho, since this allows the compiler to keep track of 
names generated in the computer program. 

In regard to Claim 2, Kaneshiro teaches the method of Claim 1, but does not teach that 
the annotation information generated contains an address or a plurality of arguments of the 
annotation representation. Aho, however, describes a symbol table that the compiler creates and 
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uses to keep track of variables and functions in the source code. The symbol table keeps track of 
a variety of arguments of a procedure (Page 11, lines 3-7), as well as the procedure name. Aho 
teaches that a common representation for a name is a pointer, which contains an address of the 
symbol's location (Page 430, lines 40-41). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to utilize a method of annotating a computer 
program with annotation functions as taught by Kaneshiro, where the address and the arguments 
of the annotation function is kept in a symbol table after compilation, as taught by Aho, since 
this allows the compiler to keep track of names generated in the computer program. 

In regard to Claim 3, Aho teaches that the annotation information regarding the 
annotation function is kept as a symbol on the symbol table (Page 1 1). 

In regard to Claim 4, Kaneshiro teaches annotation functions with arguments that identify 
different areas of interest, such as the procedure name being monitored, or the incrementing of a 
loop (Table 1). 

In regard to Claim 5, the annotation functions of Kaneshiro can be interpreted as software 
components, and when Aho teaches generating arguments for a symbol table, these arguments 
will be generated according to the software components, or functions, that they are associated 
with. 

In regard to Claim 6, Aho teaches that some procedures are macro-expanded in the body 
of the source code. Therefore, the annotation functions of Kaneshiro can be thought of as macro- 
expanded, and hence, macros (Page 428, lines 1-5). 
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In regard to Claim 7, the 'name' argument, provided to a number of the annotation 
functions taught by Kaneshiro, is needed to produce annotation information according to the 
input argument (Column 8, lines 57-67). 

In regard to Claim 9, Aho teaches macro expansion, which places and compilation time 
the body of a macro function that exists in the source code. Therefore, computer executable 
instructions associated with the annotation function is generated and placed into the source code 
at compile time (Page 428, lines 1-5). Aho describes a symbol table that the compiler creates and 
uses to keep track of variables and functions in the source code. The symbol table keeps track of 
a variety of arguments of a procedure (Page 1 1, lines 3-7), as well as the procedure name, so the 
computer executable instructions that represent the annotation function will, naturally, be 
associated with the annotation information as well. 

In regard to Claim 10, Kaneshiro teaches generating annotation information (Column 5, 
lines 25-28), said information associated with a function. Kaneshiro teaches that the annotation 
information is gathered from annotation functions (Table 1), and the information gathered is 
associated with a function in that annotation functions are instrumented into the code at the start 
and end of a function in the code to gather data on the particular function. Kaneshiro does not 
teach inlining the annotation function in the second function. Aho, however, does teach in-line 
expansion of procedures (Page 428, lines 1-5). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to utilize a method of annotating a computer 
program and gathering annotation information from the annotations, as taught by Kaneshiro, 
where the annotations are functions inlined in other functions of the source code, as taught by 
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Aho, since inlining decreases the overhead associated with calling a function and retrieving the 
function from another place in the source code. 

In regard to Claim 1 1, the annotation information as taught by Kaneshiro, represents 
annotation functions in a symbol table as taught by Aho. The compiler uses the annotation 
information in the symbol table to run the annotation functions that collect debug information at 
execution time (Column 5, lines 25-28 and Column 5, lines 56-59). 

In regard to Claim 13, Kaneshiro teaches that the annotation representations are functions 
inserted into the code (Column 5, lines 65-67) and the functions contain parameters (Table 1). 

In regard to Claim 14, Kaneshiro teaches annotating computer source code using intrinsic 
function calls in the source code (Column 5, lines 65-67). 

In regard to Claim 15, Kaneshiro teaches the method of Claim 14 and further teaches 
generating annotation information from the intrinsic function call (Column 5, lines 25-28 and 
Column 5, lines 56-59) and emitting annotation information into a computer file (Column 21, 
lines 39-41). Kaneshiro does not teach generating a symbol having string parameters of the 
function call and emitting the symbol to a symbol table. Aho, however, describes a symbol table 
that the compiler creates and uses to keep track of variables and functions in the source code. 
The symbol table keeps track of a variety of parameters of a procedure (Page 1 1, lines 3-7). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to annotate a computer source code with an intrinsic function call, generate annotation 
information from this function call, and store this information in an output file, as taught by 
Kaneshiro, where a symbol having string parameters is created for the function and stored on a 
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symbol table, as taught by Aho, since this allows the compiler to keep track of names generated 
in the computer program. 

In regard to Claim 17, Claim 17 corresponds directly with Claim 9 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as Claim 9. 

In regard to Claim 18, Claim 18 corresponds directly with Claim 4 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as Claim 4. 

In regard to Claim 28, Claim 28 corresponds to Claim 14 and 15 and is rejected for the 
same reasons as Claim 14 and 15. Claims 38 and 41 correspond directly with Claim 28 and are 
rejected for the same reason as Claim 28. 

In regard to Claims 29 and 30, Claims 29 and 30 correspond directly with Claim 15 and 
are rejected for the same reasons as Claim 15. 

In regard to Claim 31, Kaneshiro teaches that profile functions are annotated into the 
source code (Column 5, lines 65-67). The profile functions can be thought of as software 
components. 

In regard to Claim 32, Claim 32 corresponds with Claim 6 and is rejected for the same 
reasons as Claim 6. 

In regard to Claim 42, Claim 42 corresponds with Claim 1 and is rejected for the same 
reasons as Claim 1. 

5. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kaneshiro et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 5,950,003) in view of "Compilers: Principles, Techniques, and Tools" by 
Alfred Aho (hereinafter Aho) and further in view of Shridhar (U.S. Patent Number 5,815,714). 
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In regard to Claim 12, the combination of Kaneshiro and Aho teach the method of Claim 
1 1, but do not teach that the predetermined information comprises command line options. 
Shridhar, however, does teach generating debug information using command line options 
(Abstract). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to generate debug information from predetermined information as taught by 
Kaneshiro and Aho, where the predetermined information comprises command line options, as 
taught by Shridhar, since this allows the output of the debug information to be easily specified 
and controlled at execution time. 

6. Claims 21, 27, 34, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Buzbee (U.S. Patent Number 5,815,720) in view of Kaneshiro et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,950,003). 

In regard to Claim 21, Buzbee teaches the method of Claim 19, but does not teach that 
the annotation information is generated by a function call having at least one string parameter. 
Kaneshiro however, does teach attaining annotation information by means of a function call 
(Column 5, lines 25-28) with at least one string parameter (Table 1). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to control the 
execution of a computer analysis tool using annotation information as taught by Buzbee, where 
the annotation information is generated by a function call containing parameters, since function 
calls are a much easier and much more compact, and hence neater way of running multiple lines 
of code in a source program. Claims 27, 34, and 36 correspond to Claim 21 and are rejected for 
the same reason as Claim 21 . 
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7. Claims 39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Compilers: Principles, Techniques, and Tools" by Alfred Aho (hereinafter Aho) in view of 
Kaneshiro et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,950,003). 

In regard to Claim 39, Aho teaches a data structure that contains information 
corresponding to a function in a computer program. Aho describes a symbol table that the 
compiler creates and uses to keep track of variables and functions in the source code. The 
symbol table keeps track of a variety of arguments of a procedure (Page 11, lines 3-7), as well as 
the procedure name. Aho does not teach that the functions are annotation functions, and that the 
information is annotation information. Kaneshiro, however, does teach using annotation 
functions (Table 1) to collect annotation information (Column 5, lines 25-28). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store a data 
structure comprising information corresponding to a function in a source code as taught by Aho, 
where the function is an annotation function, as taught by Kaneshiro, since this allows the 
compiler to keep track of names generated in the computer program. 

In regard to Claim 40, Aho teaches that the symbol table keeps track of a variety of 
arguments of a procedure (Page 11, lines 3-7). 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Bennett et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,049,666). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory A Morse can be reached on (703) 308-4789. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications and (703) 746-7240 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 
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April 1, 2003 




